Appendix D. Response to Public Comments

Four letters and several email comments were received during the 30-day public comment
period (August 21 to September 20, 2002). The text of the letters and emails is reproduced
below (contact names and phone numbers within the letters have been deleted). Ohio EPA
responses follow each set of comments in italic type. Draft replies to email inquiries were
provided as the inquiries were received.

Keith Dimoff Received 9/20/2002
Assistant Director, Ohio Environmental Council, Columbus, Ohio

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft report referenced above regarding
Ohio’'s TMDL watershed restoration program. The Ohio Environmental Council (OEC) has

several comments that we hope you will take into consideration while preparing the final report
for US EPA:

«  Sixty river segments that were on the previous schedule for Ohio’s watershed restoration
program, which was prepared by Ohio EPA in 1998, have been dropped from the new list
(Table 3). The justification by the Ohio EPA in the new draft is that the previous listing was
based on data collected prior to 1990 and is therefore considered to be too old. However,
the OEC does not believe that this de-listing of sixty river segments is for good cause nor is
it consistent with federal law and guidance. Waterways should only be de-listed if new data
shows that the water is in attainment with water quality standards. The OEC believes that
all of these de-listed waterbodies should be included on the 2002 list.

» Thirty-one river segments were de-listed for an insufficient number of sampling sites (Table
3). The OEC believes that these waterways should remain listed until new data shows that
they are in attainment with the Clean Water Act.

+ There are no listings for inland lakes, ponds, reservoirs or wetlands. The Ohio EPA’s draft
notes that there is inadequate funding for the state to be able to include these waters in its
TMDL watershed restoration program. The OEC believes that these waters of the state
should be included and urges the Ohio General Assembly to adequately fund the state’s
watershed restoration program.

» The draft report does not address impairments due to mercury contamination. The OEC
believes that the report must address this serious, statewide problem in a timely and
comprehensive manner.

+ The draft 2002 report does not incorporate threats to drinking water sources, but only lays
out possible future efforts to do so. The OEC calls upon the state of Ohio to commit to
funding and completing the drinking water assessments necessary for inclusion in the 2004
watershed restoration program report.

* The draft report does not identify those waters that are not meeting minimum water quality
standards for fish consumption. The OEC is concerned that some Ohioans, particularly in
environmental justice communities, are at risk from eating contaminated fish, while the
state’s watershed restoration program is not identifying those waters as impaired under the
Clean Water Act.
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¢ The draft includes a new priority scheme that incorporates human health threats. Also,
bacteria impairments are included for the first time. The OEC applauds these
improvements.

» The draft list identifies those watersheds scheduled for the preparation of a TMDL
watershed restoration plan in 2003-2004. However, it does not identify schedules for the
remainder, which includes the bulk of the state. The draft report notes that “...scheduling
information may not be available for the public notice period...” Indeed, the schedule has
not been available during the public comment period. At the September 10 public
information session, the Ohio EPA still did not have that list but said it is expected that the
submittal to U.S. EPA will have a schedule for all watersheds. The OEC believes that the
failure to identify schedules for the development of most TMDLs during the public notice
period has deprived us and the citizens of Ohio the full and fair opportunity to comment on
the list. The OEC urges the state of Ohio to commit to a timely, specific schedule for all
TMDL watershed restoration plans around the state and to ensure adequate funding for the
program.

Thank you again for considering our comments. The OEC is very interested in the state’s
TMDL watershed restoration program. We see this program, under section 303(d) of the Clean
Water Act, as a vital safety net for Ohio’s watersheds. It has the laudable goal of fulfilling the

promise of the Clean Water Act—to restore the chemical, physical and biological integrity of the
nation’s waters.

Response: The following responses echo the points in the letter.
1. U.S. EPA’s November 2001 guidance includes the following regarding delisting:

This guidance does not, and cannot, change existing rules for listing and delisting. The
existing regulations require states, territories, and authorized tribes, at the request of the
Regional Administrator, to demonstrate good cause for not including waterbodies on the
303(d) list that were included on previous 303(d) lists (pursuant to 40 C.F.R.
130.7(b)(6)(iv)). Good cause includes, but is not limited to, more recent and accurate
data, more sophisticated water quality modeling, flaws in the original analysis that led to
the waterbody being listed, or changes in conditions, e.g. new control equipment, or
elimination of discharges. Where a waterbody was previously listed based on certain
data or information, and the state or territory removes the waterbody without developing
or obtaining any new information, EPA will carefully evaluate the state’s or territory’s
re-evaluation of the available information, and will not approve such removals unless the
state’s or territory’s submission describes why it is appropriate under the current
regulations to remove each affected waterbody. EPA has the authority to disapprove
the list if EPA identifies existing and readily available information, available at the time
the state or territory submitted the list, that shows a waterbody does not attain water
quality standards. See 40 C.F.R. 130.7(b)(6)(iv).

The removals of the 31 hydrologic unit code (HUC) assessment units in this 303(d) cycle
are based on “flaws in the original analysis that led to the waterbody being listed.”
Watersheds were not eliminated because data were collected prior to 1990, but rather
because their listing was based on data that was more than 10 years old at the time of their
listing. A discussion of the circumstances is described in Section 6.2 of the report.
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We agree with the commenter that minus a flaw in the original listing, the watersheds would
not be removed merely because the data had aged. Indeed, some watersheds were
examined and retained because we believed that the impairment was widespread and due
to a long-term impact (mining) and could not have improved significantly since the data
were collected. We will not attempt to remove watersheds currently listed when the data on
which their listing is based has aged unless a legitimate basis for delisting exists.

It is not clear from the comment whether the commenter objects to the ten-year data
window. Ohio uses data longer than many other states (many limit 303(d) listing only to
data collected within the past 5 years), but we believe that data up to 10 years old is
typically reliable if conditions in the watershed have not changed significantly since the data
were collected. In Ohio, data older than 10 years has traditionally been used only to
evaluate temporal trends or to investigate patterns in aggregated data.

The segments referred to are contained in 25 HUC assessment units, and these are being
removed using a similar rationale as described above. Our intention is not to shorten the
list of impaired waters, but to make it meaningful and reliable in the context of a watershed
analysis.

We will include inland lakes, ponds, reservoirs when we have adequate monitoring data.
We continue to make progress in evaluating wetlands and plan to include wetlands in future
listings when the program has developed sufficiently.

Mercury listings in the past have been statewide, based on fish consumption advisories
alone. However, for this listing we determined that sport fish consumption use attainment
status is not synonymous with the issuance of a consumption advisory (we restricted the
use of advisory information for TMDL listing purposes to prioritization). Having made that
determination, there is no basis for mercury listings. However, we remain concerned about
mercury issues. Since most mercury sources are airborne, dealing with mercury on a
broad, regional scale makes more sense. We are committed to participating in regional
efforts to deal with mercury issues. We also recently adopted rules that ban mixing zones
for mercury from point sources.

We have outlined a series of steps that should lead to the inclusion of drinking water
assessments in the 2004 report, and meeting this goal is a priority.

Like the commenter, we also are concerned about the consumption of contaminated fish.
However, listing for 303(d) purposes must be based on an identifiable use impairment.
Ohio does not have minimum water quality standards for fish consumption that enable
impairment decisions. The advisories, which cover broad areas and are issued based on
precautionary considerations, play an important role in public health. In fact, Ohio EPA
recently demonstrated its commitment to future advisories when this agency agreed to
assume responsibility for issuing advisories when the Ohio Department of Health could no
longer fund the advisory program.

We have added the Recreational Use status in response to a recommendation from our
TMDL external advisory group. We are committed to identifying human health threats and
look forward to refining the recreational use listing rationale in future lists.
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8. The long-term monitoring and TMDL schedules were not contained in the draft report.
Technically, schedule information is not required to be public noticed under current statute
or regulation. The report as public noticed did contain more information than was required
to be available for public comment, but the schedule could not be completed in time to
public notice the report and allow time for completion of the final report before the October 1
deadline. The final report will contain the long-term schedule.

JohnC. Fisher Received 9/18/2002
Executive Vice President, Ohio Farm Bureau Federation, Columbus, Ohio

The Ohio Farm Bureau Federation (OFBF) would like to thank you for the opportunity to review
and submit comments on the draft Section 303(d) TMDL Priority List for 2002.

OFBEF is the largest voluntary nonprofit agricultural organization in the state of Ohio. Our
members produce virtually every kind of agricultural commodity and as a result, OFBF is
strongly interested in Chio’s TMDL program.

In an effort to ensure that Ohio agriculture is an active partner in watershed management
activities, OFBF developed and launched the Agricultural Watershed Awareness and Resource
Evaluation (AWARE) program. This program is designed to raise the comfort level of the
agricultural community so that they will engage in watershed management discussions.
Without the involvement of all watershed stakeholders, the TMDL program is destined for
failure.

The voluntary implementation of management practices by Ohio’s agricultural producers is
resulting in many positive impacts on air, soil and water quality. We encourage our members to
continue to be good stewards of our natural resources.

As per the published August 21, 2002 Public Notice, we have performed our review of the draft
Section 303(d) TMDL Priority List for 2002. OFBF supports the use of scientifically based data
and information to develop and establish water resource management programs for the state of
Ohio. We are encouraged by the general approach being used by Ohio EPA in the
development of the Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report. Water quality
reporting on a watershed basis rather than a stream segment basis does have advantages
when it comes to the development and implementation of watershed management plans.

The watershed monitoring and assessment process being utilized by Ohio EPA is dependent
upon the use of a geometric site selection process to correctly characterize its water resources.
Geometric site selection prior to water resource assessment has only taken place in a limited
number of watersheds in Ohio to date. OFBF sees this as a major limitation to ensure that
watersheds are assessed consistently.

The Ohio Farm Bureau Federation would like to express our disappointment that the public did
not have the opportunity to review, discuss and comment on the specifics of the listing process
prior to Ohio EPA development of the Integrated Listing Report. Prior review of the listing
process would have allowed us to conduct a thorough and accurate review of the document.

Our specific comments and questions regarding the draft Section 303(d) TMDL Priority List for
2002 follow:
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1. Page 5, Paragraph 4 discusses the process used to calculate the aquatic life use
assessment score for each of the assessment units. The equation incorporates biological
performance weighted in the downstream direction into the assessment unit calculation.
What is the rational that formed the basis for the development of this complex equation for
the calculation of the assessment unit aquatic life use assessment score?

2. Page 5, Paragraph 4 and associated figure illustrate the fact that the aquatic life use
assessment score ranges from 0 to 100. What is missing from the discussion is how to
interpret the value of the assessment score. What do scores near zero represent?, scores
near 1007, etc. What is the basis for the six ranges of the attainment score that are used in
the figure? Why were the ranges established where they were? Why are the ranges not
consistent in size?

3. Page 5, Paragraph 5 discusses data adequacy and principal investigator judgement as it
relates to data relevance. What is the decision matrix or flowchart that the numerous
principal investigators used to ensure that data relevancy decisions were made consistently
throughout the development of the assessment unit aquatic life use score calculation
process?

4. Page 6, Paragraph 1 discusses the use utilization of all available relevant data in the
assessment process. The Ohio Farm Bureau Federation supports the use all available data
that meet specific, established data quality objectives and protocols. What is the list of
necessary data requirements that Ohio EPA uses to screen non-Ohio EPA data for aquatic
life use attainment status determination?

5. Page 10, Section 5.6 discusses assignment of assessment categories to each assessment
unit. What is the decision matrix that was used to evaluate each assessment unit prior to
placing into one of the assessment categories? What does it take to get into Category 1?7
Category 27, Category 3, etc.

6. When reviewing the HUC 11 Assessment Unit maps, there appears to be some
inconsistencies. If one assumes that if aquatic life use attainment scores in the 90 to 100
(purple) range indicate attainment of the aquatic life use and the recreational use is
attaining (blue) then at a maximum, there should be 38 assessment units in Category 2
(green) and 1 in Category 1 (blue). In reality, 11 assessment units have been placed in
Category 2 (green) and 1 in Category 1 (blue). It is obvious that an aquatic life attainment
score of near 100 is needed to indicate attainment. Even so, why is it that only 1 of the
assessment units indicating attainment of recreational use (blue) also in Category 2 (green)
attaining some WQS?

7. Page 11, Section 6 discusses the prioritization process. The discussion is silent on how
priority points are assigned to each assessment unit on the Category 5 list. How does one
assessment unit receive 12 priority points and another only receive 1?7

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.

Response: Concerning the general comments, we appreciate the commenter’s support for the

approach of the report. We note that geometric sampling site selection is now the predominant
method of watershed assessment. Finally, we understand the commenter’s disappointment
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that little public involvement was available during the compilation of this report. Staffing
shortages, as well as the departure of key staff familiar with past 305(b) and 303(d) reporting
efforts, limited our outreach efforts. We are fortunate, however, that the recommendations of
the external advisory group on TMDL issues were available, and we used those
recommendations where possible within budget and time constraints.

Specific comments:

1.

It is intuitive to interpret changing conditions in a downstream direction with regard to
upstream influences. The linear intrinsic qualities of a stream increase with drainage area.
Streams that drain an area larger than 50 square miles generally have an assimilative
capacity that is sufficient to resist or otherwise recover from perturbations that would
significantly impair a headwater stream. Conceptually, the capacity of a large river to dilute
the impact of a small pollutant load are factors of scale.

The scope of water resource monitoring in Ohio has grown since inception to progressively
include smaller streams. Previously, expressions of status were limited to longitudinal
trends apparent in data with orientation to flow. However, the network of headwater
streams is better understood from a spatial perspective. Regarding small-drainage data in
a linear framework unnecessarily limits extrapolation and yields an impression of
inadequate monitoring coverage. Additional rationale for inclusion of a spatial approach to
small stream assessment is included in Section 3, Focus on Watersheds.

Although the determination of a watershed score may be novel in Ohio, the method used to
calculate the score is simple. The proportion of samples within three drainage
stratifications, less than 5 square miles, 5 to 20 square miles and 20 to 50 square miles, are
successively averaged to generate an overall impression of relative water quality.
Traditionally, Ohio EPA has relied on proportions of miles of attainment to summarize
attainment status. Now, instead of proportional miles, the number of sites where the use
criteria were achieved is divided by the number of sampled sites to produce a proportion of
attainment for each drainage stratification.

The sizes of the stratifications are consistent with Ohio stream bifurcation and inherent
aquatic community traits. Although a simple proportion of all sites could have been used,
the stratification limits the bias possible because more smaller streams are sampled.
Alternatively, the status of larger drainages within the area of spatial assessment is deemed
more likely to affect downstream use attainment. To lend some weight to this bias, the
proportion of attainment in the smallest streams was averaged with the subsequent
proportion of attainment of the next larger stratification and this number was averaged with
the proportion of attainment in the largest stratification.

The difference between a simple proportion (number of attaining sites divided by number of
sites) and the weighted average proportion was generally nominal for most watershed
assessment units. However, the assessment unit score is the average of the weighted
proportion of attainment and the proportion of attaining stream.miles for reaches in the
watershed that drained between 50 and 500 square miles. Thus, the status of the network
of small streams (<50 square miles) is equally represented with the status of larger streams
(>50 to 500 square miles) in the score. The disparity between these values is apparent in
Appendix C.
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Review of Appendix C with attention to the full percent attainment scores for small and large
streams and reference to the full assessment unit score will provide some awareness of the
scale of watershed specific issues. Bear in mind that this mix of spatial and linear
assessment is skewed toward downstream data. Reliance on a proportion of sites alone or
just a proportion of all monitored miles will produce a skew toward small streams because
there are more of them.

The overall rationale implicit in the assessment unit score is that the downstream
environment should be more difficult to pollute because greater assimilative capacity is a
property that is correlated with greater drainage area. From this perspective, the
impairment of a large river is a more serious environmental concern than the impairment of
a very small drainage. That said, the collective impairment of the majority of Ohio’s small
drainages is also an important environmental issue.

2. The score is water quality information presented on a continuum that is familiar in that 100
is a perfect score and 0 is a complete failure. Every sampled site in nine watershed
assessment units was determined to be in full attainment of the relevant aquatic life use.
Ohio EPA data supports the perception that water quality is very good in these nine areas.
Conversely, none of the sampled sites in 26 watershed assessment units was capable of
supporting aquatic life at a level required by the Clean Water Act. Ohio EPA data supports
the perception that significant effort will be necessary to improve water quality in these
areas. The assimilative capacity in the entire watershed is exhausted.

The score of a specific watershed is a synoptic, or summary, value that is relevant to other
watershed scores. This information can be framed in various ways to address particular
interests. For instance, in Section 6, where prioritization is discussed, three ranges are
defined. Using attributed points, a prioritization process is framed within the continuum to
focus on the middle range for future TMDL work. For the figure to which the commenter
refers, ranges were selected to frame the information visually - it was supposed that five
equal divisions of 100 would be useful to the reader; the upper range was split to provide
additional information on how close high-performing watersheds are to the goal. No other
implication was intended.

3. Although no matrix or flowcharts exist, each score was independently reviewed by three
integrated report contributors.

4. No list exists. All data is carefully evaluated for any flaws regarding adherence to published
Ohio EPA methodology and all applicable guidance. This process applies to both internal
and external data. Data that is not acceptable for aftainment purposes may be valuable in
another manner as the situation warrants.

5. The decision followed the flow chart provided in the November 2001 U.S. EPA guidance for
the integrated report. The categories are assigned based on the attainment status of the
aquatic life and recreation uses. Assignment to category 1 is possible only if sufficient data
exists to make all use attainment determinations and then only if no impairment is indicated.
Ohio has one watershed assessment unit where the aquatic life use score was 100 and no
recreational use impairment was documented.

Although eight other watershed assessment units and four large river assessment units
were in full attainment of the aquatic life use expectation, these units did not include the
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seven other watershed assessment units or the one large river assessment unit that were in
full attainment of the recreational use expectation. Assignment to category 2 might have
been appropriate for these units if attainment of the alternate use was indeterminate. If
impairment was detected, then assignment to category 5 was consistent with the guidance.

Category 3 is populated by assessment units where a lack of data precludes any attainment
determination. Ohio EPA has insufficient aquatic life use data for 104 watershed units and
one large river and lacks recreational use data for 202 watersheds and 5 large rivers.
Assessment units were assigned to category 3 if a lack of data for both uses was extant.

Category 4 is intended for assessment units where all TMDL’s needed to restore all
beneficial uses have been completed. This category may also be assigned under some
specific circumstances that are best understood through reading the US EPA guidance.

Most of Ohio’s assessment units were placed in Category 5 because some use impairment
has been documented within the unit.

6. The initial assumption only applied to nine of the purple watershed assessment units. The
assertion that 100 reflects complete attainment is correct. No inference other than a visual
representation of the continuum of aquatic life use status across Ohio was intended. The
aquatic life use map has been adjusted to indicate which assessment units have a 100
score.

7. The point system has been added to the report text. Assessment units were awarded
points in each of the decision areas and the points were summed to arrive at the final
priority points.

Michael A. Snyder Received 9/19/2002
Shumaker, Loop & Kendrick, LLP, Columbus, Ohio '

The following comments on the Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report
and 303(d) list that Ohio EPA has proposed to send to U.S. EPA are being submitted on behalf
of the Ohio Electric Utility Institute (OEUI) Environment Committee and the following member
companies (hereinafter collectively referred to as “the Utilities”):

American Electric Power Co.

Buckeye Power, Inc. '

Cinergy, Inc.

The Dayton Power & Light Company

Ohio Valley Electric Corporation.

Changes from 1998 303(d) List and Waterbody Identification Process:

The Utilities favor many of the changes made in the draft integrated 305(b)/303(d) report (the
“integrated report”). Consistent with U.S. EPA guidance, the Utilities agree with Ohio EPA that
integrating the 305(b) and 303(d) reports will make them much more useful for the agency and
the general public. The merging of these reports creates a more transparent process that
should improve Ohio EPA’s ability to use waterbody information to make more informed
decisions on impairment. The Utilities strongly favor Ohio EPA’s consideration of the most
recent water quality and biological data when making impairment assessments. While the
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Utilities have no objection to the use of waterbody-specific information collected during the
assessment period 1990-2000, we recommend that Ohio EPA place a higher significance
(weight) on the most recent biological results, especially where a waterbody assessment was
conducted two or more times during the period 1990-2000.

The Utilities generally favor the shift from a “segment-specific” assessment unit to a “watershed
scale” assessment unit. From a reporting standpoint, this change results in a lower number of
assessment units (331 HUCs and 23 large river units) and, ultimately, a lower number of
impaired waterbody segments when compared to the 1998 approach. Moreover, the Utilities
agree that the attainment status of large rivers should be assessed separately from tributary
watershed units. The focus on watershed assessment and impairment delineation makes
sense from a water quality planning and ecological standpoint. However, the Utilities are aware
of problems associated with over-simplifying the use attainment status of a watershed.
Identifying the specific causes and sources of impairment within individual segments of waters
in a watershed is an extremely important factor to the proper allocation of resources that are
required to return a watershed to use attainment. The Utilities encourage Ohio EPA to
implement the most efficient, easily interpreted, and externally transparent approach to
translate site-specific biological and water quality data into meaningful use attainment
assessments. The agency appears to have spent considerable time evaluating the most
appropriate assessment unit and procedure to assess waterbody information. To this end, the
Utilities cannot endorse or recommend any alternate procedures for delineation of assessment
units.

The Utilities are encouraged that Ohio EPA has addressed, to the extent possible, the
recommendations provided by the TMDL external advisory groups (Ohio EPA. 2000. Report to
the Director of Ohio EPA: Recommendations on Total Maximum Daily Loads). Some of the
recommendations made by the Listing Group are worth special mention because they play a
significant role in determining whether waterbodies are deemed to be in attainment, or are
impaired. One of the specific recommendations made by the Listing Group was that non-Ohio
EPA waterbody information collected by entities other than Ohio EPA be considered in the
overall waterbody assessment process. See “White Paper on Minimum Data Quality
Requirements for Listing and De-Listing Waterbody Segments Pursuant to Federal Clean
Water Act 303(d)”, which is included in pages 7-8 in the above-referenced document. On page
6 of the integrated report, Ohio EPA indicates that:

While Ohio EPA uses data from a variety of sources in its work, the data used to determine
the aquatic life use status in this report was primarily collected by the Ohio EPA. Some
additional biological data was provided by the Ohio Department of Natural Resources,
Miami University and Ohio Northern University. Those interested in providing data for
aquatic life use attainment status determinations may attend appropriate training (such as
the Voluntary Action Program training provided by Ohio EPA) or otherwise become
competent in Ohio EPA biological sampling protocols.

The Utilities understand the resource limitations (economic and otherwise) that agency staff
must contend with when dealing with these issues. However, the Utilities believe that the data
source issue should have received greater attention by agency staff since this recommendation
was contained in the TMDL group’s final recommendations. Has the agency made any
progress in establishing a process whereby outside sources of information are (at least), initially
reviewed? The Utilities suggest that the agency commit to developing a procedure along with
interested stakeholders that describes the steps needed for submission of non-Ohio EPA
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waterbody information to Ohio EPA. The Utilities strongly recommend that outside sources of
data be considered fully prior to issuance of the draft integrated report in 2004.

Prior to issuing the draft 2002 integrated report Ohio EPA could have requested biological
and/or chemical waterbody information from non-EPA sources. In this solicitation, the agency
could have communicated that any information submitted for purposes of waterbody listing or
de-listing, must conform to written Ohio EPA data quality and QA/QC procedures and
standards. This data submission procedure was discussed by the Listing Subgroup in the
“White Paper” recommendations referenced herein. As indicated in the “White Paper”, it would
be the responsibility of the stakeholder that its data conform to Ohio EPA standards and
procedures.

As part of permit conditions, some permittees are required to submit biological sampling results
to Ohio EPA. In other cases, permittees voluntarily collect biological information to evaluate the
health and status of a waterbody near the respective facility. This information should also be
considered by the agency when making attainment determinations.

Comments on Individual Sections:

Section 5.1.1
In Section 5.1.1, Ohio EPA states,

[a]ithough chemical and physical data are also collected as part of Ohio EPA’s
comprehensive watershed evaluations, the performance of the fish and macroinvertebrate
communities against these indices is solely used to determine attainment status.

The Utilities believe that the selection of data used to make use attainment/non-attainment
determinations deserves much more attention. The agency appears to be making a policy
decision that non-biological information will not be considered for listing or de-listing purposes.
If this is the case, the agency’s policy needs to be clearly explained to the public. For example,
some watershed monitoring groups measure various water quality parameters to determine the
present status of waters and/or analyze long-term trends. However, it appears that Ohio EPA
will not consider this information when it makes use attainment determinations. Is this true
even in cases where the agency has no biological information of its own, but valid water quality
data exists? For waterbodies that have not formally adopted biological criteria (Limited
Resource Waters, Lake Erie), is the reliance on biological information to discern use attainment
appropriate? How is water-column chemical data interpreted in these instances? The Utilities
strongly recommend that the final integrated report clearly delineate the types of information
that will be evaluated by the agency for purposes of listing and de-listing waterbodies. At a
minimum, the Ultilities ask that the agency provide them with answers to the questions set out
herein. If it is the intention of the agency to retain this water quality data for 305(b) purposes
only, this should be clearly explained.

The Utilities generally believe that attainment of applicable promulgated biological criteria
should be the sole gauge of attainment for aquatic life use designations that have codified
biocriteria. Likewise, demonstrated attainment of biological criteria should weigh heavily in
NPDES permitting decisions regarding the need for chemical-specific or whole effluent toxicity
limitations. Regardless, the agency must have a process of reviewing chemical water quality
information, whether collected by Ohio EPA or other parties. For waters that do not have
promulgated biological criteria, the Utilities believe that biological information may be used in
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conjunction with chemical water quality data, but non-attainment of the aquatic life use should
not be deemed using biological information alone.

Ohio EPA seems to have abandoned the “Area of Degradation” method to determine the
magnitude of aquatic life use impairment. On page 11 of the integrated report (“Prioritize”
section), the agency indicates that the type and degree of aquatic life use impairment is
determined using three factors: 1) spatial scale of impairment in assessment unit; 2) degree of
impairment; and 3) restoration timeline. The categories of low, medium, and high priority are
delineated by numeric scores (e.g., “low” priority streams have scores from 0 — 39). What do
the “scores” actually represent? Is there any relationship between these scores and “Area of
Degradation”, which was used in the 1998 303(d) report? How are these scores related to the
narrative use attainment categories of full attainment, partial attainment, and non-attainment?

Section 5.1.3

In the draft 2002 integrated report Ohio EPA has chosen not to equate the issuance of
statewide fish consumption advisories with impairment of a specific beneficial use. As such,
fish consumption advisories issued by the Ohio Department of Health are not considered an
impairment of any numeric water quality standard. The Utilities support this decision because
they believe it is legally sound, pragmatic and will result in good policy.

Declaring the entire state as “impaired” solely because of a fish consumption advisory was not
legally sound. If the state’s water quality regulations do not include a numeric or narrative water
quality criterion that protects a fish consumption beneficial use, any listing of a waterbody (or
entire state) as impaired results in a new de facto water quality standard that has not been
publicly noticed or promulgated pursuant to the terms and conditions of Chapter 119 of the
Ohio Revised Code.

Individual Waterbody Impairment Listings

In reviewing the list of waterbodies listed by Ohio EPA as impaired and therefore requiring
development of a TMDL (Category 5), the Utilities find that some waterbody segments on the
list appear to be the same waters that have been proposed as Superior High Quality Waters or
State Resource Waters in Ohio EPA’s most recent proposal to amend the antidegradation rule
(O.A.C. § 3745-01-05). The Utilities find this regulatory inconsistency disturbing because it
sends mixed signals to the public about the status of certain waterbodies. Below, we cite two
examples of this puzzling “waterbody status” characterization.

First, the upper portion of the Muskingum River (large river hydrologic code 05040004 001) is

- listed as requiring a TMDL (Category 5) due to impairment of the aquatic life beneficial use. In
the “Status of Large Rivers Assessment Units — detailed tables” section of the rule, the agency
indicates the following attainment information:

Monitored Miles: 35.33

% of Monitored Sites in Full Attainment: 33.5
% of Monitored Sites in Partial Attainment. 62.0
% of Monitored Sites in Non-attainment: 4.5

For this waterbody stretch, the “high magnitude cause of impairment” is “organic
enrichment/DQO”, and the “high magnitude source of impairment” is “major industrial point
source”. Moreover, Ohio EPA indicates that the impairment listing is based on the upper 20
miles of the Muskingum River (20 miles downstream of the Tuscarawas and Wolhonding River
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confluence), since this is the only portion of the river having recent assessment information.
Ohio EPA’s technical basin report - “Biological and Water Quality of the Upper Muskingum
River Basin” (EPA Technical Report MAS/1995-8-9), summarizes the aquatic life use
attainment status in the upper 20 miles of the Muskingum River as follows:

The Muskingum River was in full attainment of the designated WCH use in the upper 9.7
river miles from Coshocton to Wills Creek, a short distance downstream from the Conesville
EGS thermal discharge. Fish communities were in the good to marginally good ranges in
this section while macroinvertebrates met the exceptional criterion. Aquatic life use
attainment dropped to partial in the remaining 8.4 miles of the study area from Adamsville
(downstream form Wills Creek) to Dresden.Macroinvertebrates also experienced declines in
community performance, but still reflected good and exceptional quality within the segment.
(p. 3)

While Ohio EPA’s own monitoring information indicates that some portions of the upper
Muskingum River are impaired, the agency has characterized a portion of this waterbody
segment as a Superior High Quality Water in its most recent proposed revision of the
antidegradation rule. Under “Appendix 1. Ohio Streams & Rivers : Antidegradation Tier
Justification, SRW, SHQW”, the agency proposes a SHQW classification for the upper 11.83
miles of the Muskingum River. As indicated above, this section of river was in attainment of the
WCH use designation. However, the upper 20 miles of the Muskingum River has been
proposed as being impaired, thus requiring a TMDL. Thus, within this 20-mile stretch, the
upper % of the segment is characterized as water-quality impaired, but is also classified as a
SHQW. These contradictory characterizations of waterbody status should not exist. Moreover,
the Utilities believe that only the lower % of the 20-mile stretch of the upper Muskingum River
should be listed as impaired, as reflected by the agency’s own monitoring results.

A second example of contradictory waterbody status and characterization is Wakatomika Creek
(a tributary of the Muskingum River near Dresden, OH). Ohio EPA previously proposed that this
stream be classified as a State Resource Water (“Antidegradation Classifications Assigned to
State and National Scenic Rivers in Ohio under Proposed Rules, March 25, 2002"). However,
Ohio EPA has listed the entire Wakatomika Creek (assessment units 05040004 020 and
05040004 030) as impaired on its most recent 303(d) list. In the upper Muskingum River

biological and water quality assessment report, the agency describes sampling results for this
creek as follows:

Biological communities throughout the Walhonding River and Wakatomika Creek were
consistently of exceptional quality. (p.9)

The Utilities do not believe that a waterbody should be classified as impaired on Ohio EPA’s
303(d) list and listed as a Superior High Quality Water or State Resource Water for
antidegradation purposes. At minimum, the Utilities request that Ohio EPA re-evaluate the
proposed 303(d) list and delete those waterbody segments that have been proposed to have
the SHQW or SRW antidegradation classification.

The Utilities appreciate the opportunity to comment on these important issues and look forward
to working with the agency and other interested stakeholders to continue to improve the listing
and de-listing process.
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Response:

With regard to aquatic life use attainment determination, new data completely supercedes old
data. Aquatic life use attainment in the integrated report is limited to the most recent biological
data collected since 1990.

Ohio EPA strives to provide information in a context that is consistent with the needs of the
particular audience. The peril of oversimplification exists with any extension of data inference
or summary of data significance. For instance, nutrients may be deemed to be a cause of
impairment. Several different parameters in combination or an acute condition may provoke the
listing. As a cause, “nutrient” is a simplification of underlying data.

To address the cause, the supporting data and rationale for the impairment association should
be reviewed. In the same manner, the presentation of aquatic life use status based on a short
reach of a small stream or based on a long reach of a large river are both summaries. To
address concemns that are specific to either, the supporting data should be reviewed. Ohio EPA
can answer specific questions posed for specific purposes, but reliance on a summary to obtain
a specific insight is not recommended.

Ohio EPA produces Biological and Water Quality Reports which include extensive reviews and
summaries of data for selected watersheds. These reports routinely include evaluations of
permitted discharger performance. Although a nutrient-influenced impairment might be most
associated with an unrelated cause, if discharge data included some background contribution
this aspect would be explained in the report.

Water quality information has many audiences. The assessment units in the integrated report
were selected with attention to the needs of the U.S. EPA which requires this product, to
provide summary information to the public, and to facilitate a watershed focus in restoration
efforts. Ohio EPA will attempt to be responsive to other needs and may provide information
about various assessment units pursuant to our mission, goals or objectives.

The ability of Ohio EPA to accept external data can be improved. This is especially true for the
bacteriological data used to make recreational use assessments. Some of the many
organizations which collect this type of data are identified in the integrated report. The potential
to maximize the use of all data is obvious, but the data management difficulties are less
apparent. The assumption that QA/QC procedures are the limiting factor is incorrect.

Ohio EPA is most willing and able to accept biological data. All data is carefully evaluated
regarding adherence to published Ohio EPA methodology and all applicable guidance. This
process applies to both internal and external data. Data that is not acceptable for attainment
purposes may be valuable in another manner as the situation warrants.

Aquatic life use attainment in Ohio is based on biological performance. Aquatic life use
determinations are predicated on narrative descriptions of the aquatic community associated
with the relevant use tier. In the absence of numeric criteria, the narrative expectation provides
the impairment determination. Lake Erie and Limited Resource Water biocriteria have been

- published and reviewed in various formats. All Ohio EPA Biological and Water Quality Reports
include aquatic life use attainment tables. The process used to determine aquatic life use
attainment is explained in these reports and the attainment status of every sample location is
apparent in the attainment table.
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Ohio EPA uses all available data to interpret water quality conditions. Generally, more
information will enable better understanding of these conditions and aid the entire assessment
process. Although demonstrated attainment of the relevant aquatic life use is based on
biological data alone, all data is valuable when used in the most appropriate manner.

The method used to determine the watershed assessment unit aquatic life use score is
explained in the integrated report and further detailed in response to the Farm Bureau’s
comments. The Area of Degradation Value (ADV) was not used for this report. No attempt to
correlate the ADV and the watershed scores was made but a relationship is certain because the
supporting data is completely common.

The aquatic life use scores depicted on maps or otherwise referenced are specific to full
attainment. Partial and non-attainment component scores appear in Table 1 and Appendix C.
The inference suggested on page 11 may be a misinterpretation. A discussion of the scores is
also part of the response to the Farm Bureau’s comments.

The entire Muskingum River is one large river assessment unit. The entire Walhonding River is
one large river assessment unit. All biological data from the Walhonding River attains the
(exceptional warmwater) aquatic life use criteria. Thus this assessment unit has no aquatic life
use impairment and is not listed for a TMDL project. According to U.S. EPA integrated report
guidance, assessment units should be assigned fo Category 5 if use impairment has been
documented. The Muskingum River is scheduled for a TMDL project because data indicates
aquatic life use impairment exists.

Portions of both of these streams have been proposed for superior high quality antidegradation
tier. The requirements for this designation are independent from the U.S. EPA integrated report
guidance. No contradictions should be inferred. If aquatic life use impairment is documented
within the Walhonding River assessment unit in the future, this impairment would evoke
assignment to Category 5. Alternatively, if a future assessment of the Muskingum River
included data that superceded all current data and if no aquatic life or other use impairment was
documented, then this assessment unit would be removed from Category 5.

The impl)'cation that only one assessment unit should be a candidate for superior high quality
antidegradation designation is not acceptable. Ohio EPA cannot delete assessment units from
Category 5 based on any conditions other than those specified in U.S. EPA guidance.

Erwin J. Odeal Received 9/20/2002
Executive Director, Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District, Cleveland, Ohio

The following comments are being offered in response to the Ohio EPA’s public notice
concerning the 2002 Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report. We note
that in July 2002 we submitted detailed comments on sources and causes for a list of Lower
Cuyahoga River segments as a part of the Lower Cuyahoga TMDL process. A copy of those
comments is attached.

Proposed Change to Hydrologic Unit Code for Assessment Units -

The assessment report makes some valid points in favor of moving toward the hydrologic unit
code and more expansive major river segments as a basis for assessment units to serve the
broad purposes of the 303(d) list. At the same time there is a great loss of specificity if Ohio
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EPA is signaling that it is falling back from data collection, storage, and analysis by segments to
hydrologic unit codes. Using the Cuyahoga River as an example, individual tributaries that are
encompassed in a single hydrologic unit code can have very different characteristic and
problems. Maintaining a database with segment specificity has great value for the purposes of
developing remediation and pollution control programs as elements of a total watershed
program. This high level of specificity is also critically important for the purposes of research to
understand relationships between factors such as land use and biological attainment. Ohio
EPA should continue to maintain high quality data at the stream segment level, if not as the
303(d) list then in another format.

The Need for Standards in Determining Sources and Causes

As in previous years, the proposed 303(d) list includes sources and causes of impairments.
Given the importance that other Ohio EPA programs attach to 303(d) listed sources and causes
(for example Ohio’s proposed general stormwater permit and Ohio's WRRSP), it is critical that
the data on sources and causes be of high quality. This can only occur through the use of
objective criteria and decision rules for listing particular sources and causes. To assure that
listed sources and causes are meaningful, some level of criteria and decision rules should be
established and data that supports such determinations must be made part of the public record.

Impact of the Change to HUC Units on Currently Listed Sources and Causes

Our past work and comments to help improve 303(d) list including sources and causes has
focused on providing information on a segment by segment basis. Looking at the current
303(d) list it appears as though segment specific sources and causes have been rolled up to
the HUC unit level or to expanded major river segments. To the extent that this has been done
it may invalidate some current and proposed Ohio EPA uses of the 303(d) list. For instance,
Section 3.1.2 of Ohio’s proposed General Stormwater Permit requires substantive measures for
discharges that have 303(d) listed pollutants in their discharge. If, as it appears, segment
information on sources and causes as been rolled up into larger units then a discharger of a
pollutant on tributary A may be inappropriately burdened for a problem that is specific and
isolated to tributary B in the same HUC. To avoid this problem Ohio EPA will either have to; A)
revert to carefully chosen segments as assessment units or subcategories of assessment units,
B) make programmatic changes related to uses of 303(d) listed sources and causes or, C) will
have to establish explicit decision rules to assure that those listed sources and causes affect
the entire assessment unit for applicable programmatic purposes.

Need for Clarity in Assessment Unit Description

We find that the language style used to describe hydrologic assessment units confusing in
many cases. For instance, the hydrologic unit description for 04110002050 in table 6 is given
as “Cuyahoga River (downstream Brandywine Creek to Tinkers Creek); Tinkers Creek;
excluding Cuyahoga”. Slightly long descriptors would greatly help to clarify the coverage of the
applicable hydrological assessment unit.

Recreation Use Impairment

The current draft report relies, in determining recreational use impairment for TMDL
development, on a sparse database that is acknowledged to be inadequate to meet the
minimum requirements for determining water quality criteria violations. Considering the
magnitude of the resources often needed to address recreational use impairment, the short-cut
approach used in the draft report is clearly unsatisfactory. We strongly urge the Ohio EPA to
proceed with implementing a more robust recreational use attainment analysis, utilizing all
reliable data sources that fully meet minimum standards for both quantity and quality.
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Sport Fish Consumption

We support the draft report’s decision to not discern use attainment for sport fish consumption.
The Ohio EPA is correct in recognizing that sport fish consumption use attainment status is not
necessarily synonymous with the Ohio Department of Health's issuance of an advisory.
Considering the limitations, it is appropriate to restrict use of advisory information for TMDL
listing purposes to prioritization.

Lake Erie Near Shore Aquatic Life Use Attainment

We question the validity of the draft report’s reliance on interim biocriteria in determining
aquatic life use impairment in the Lake Erie near shore, islands, and lacustuaries. These
biocriteria have not been adopted into the State’s rules and they have not been subject to the
public scrutiny that would occur if they had been proposed for such adoption. Until they have
gone through the rulemaking process through which the existing biocriteria for Ohio streams

went, we cannot support the interim biocriteria as a basis for determining the need for TMDL
development.

Inclusion of Drinking Water Assessments Within the 305(b) Report
The 2002 assessment report suggests a rationale for coordinating drinking water assessments
with Source Water Assessment and Protection programs and the 303(d) list.

The basic logic is sound. However the following statement in the justification paragraph
indicates an overly narrow perspective or a less than fully expressed idea:

“Focusing funding of water quality improvements plans to watersheds with impaired drinking
water sources would decrease costs of water supply treatment, thereby providing savings to
communities while improve the overall health of the water bodies for use by both aquatic
and human.”

The particular concern is that funding for water quality improvement plans should also be a
priority for the continued protection of high quality water supply sources. It is obvious that the
(sic?) Ohio would not want to jeopardize a high quality resource such as Lake Erie by purposely
focusing water quality improvement away from high quality resources to impaired drinking water
sources.

Near Shore Lake Erie Assessment Units

Justification for listing near shore Lake Erie units in the 303(d) list does not appear to be
contained in the assessment report or appendices and tables. The report suggests that the
status of nearshore assessment units is evaluated by the information contained in three
assessment units. We were unable to find these assessments in the report or the supplemental
information accompanying the report. Additionally, we suggest that the report's supplemental
information, much of which is in a difficult to search PDF format, would benefit from a table of
contents as a navigation guide.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on these most recent TMDL developments.
I’'m sure you are aware that the District has a great deal of interest and concern with the
outcome of these rules and appreciates the chance to provide valuable input.

(The attachment to this letter is not reproduced here.)
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Response:

Proposed Change to Hydrologic Unit Code for Assessment Units

Data is generally specific to a single sampling location. Subsequent extrapolation to any other
scale entails the types of concerns indicated above. Ohio EPA will continue to maintain high
performance expectations.

The Need for Standards in Determining Sources and Causes

Many audiences exist for Ohio EPA evaluations. As new audiences are identified we will
continue to provide the best information possible o meet their needs. Formerly, causes and
sources were primarily regarded with respect to statewide trends and to identify the types of
water quality issues that policy makers and other leaders might solicit support to address.

Ohio EPA publishes robust biological and water quality evaluations based on annual data
collection efforts that are specific to major river basins in Ohio. These evaluations are available
on the Agency web site. Reliance on summary information provided in other formats may limit
a particular audience’s perception of the watershed specific issues.

We are aware of the request to be adaptive to future audiences and intend to provide water
quality information in targeted and concise formats that we hope will suit various specific needs.

Impact of the Change to HUC Units on Currently Listed Sources and Causes

The influences attributed to specific entities are described in the relevant Biological and Water
Quality Report. As mentioned above, Ohio EPA is aware that various audiences with different
interests prefer formats that cater to particular needs. We will continue to work to meet these

requests.

Need for Clarity in Assessment Unit Description

We agree that the differing names are confusing. In the final report, we adopted the names
used by the task force that delineated the HUC boundaries. We trust that the information is
now more consistent and clear.

Recreation Use Impairment

Ohio, like the majority of states, has an under-developed recreational use assessment program.
However, the inference that water quality violations are precluded with regard to recreational
use criteria in our current context is a misinterpretation of the extent of Ohio’s comprehensive
data collection effort. Exceedences of a maximum criterion are a violation. The integrated
report acknowledges a need for improvement in the recreational use assessment effort.
Furthermore since impairment determinations for this use are new and will attract new interest,
Ohio EPA has maintained a conservative approach to enable refinement in the process.
Nevertheless, the recreational use impairments identified in the integrated report constitute
gross problems. Any future iterations in recreational use assessment will also identify this
impairment because it is so significant. While many resources may be required to resolve this
impairment, the magnitude of this pollution is more compelling. The reduction of benefit from
this use and associated compounding costs of inaction prompted Ohio EPA to assign a high
priority to correct this impairment through the TMDL process.

Sport Fish Consumption
No response is needed.

Lake Erie Near Shore Aquatic Life Use Attainment
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Aquatic life use determinations are predicated on a narrative description of the aquatic
community associated with the relevant use tier. In the absence of numeric criteria, the
narrative expectation provides the impairment determination. The use of interim Lake Erie
biocriteria which have been published and reviewed in peer and public formats is completely
consistent with Ohio Water Quality Standards. The word “interim” should be understood to
imply the criteria are valid and will be formalized.

inclusion of Drinking Water Assessments Within the 305(b) Report
No response is needed.

Near Shore Lake Erie Assessment Units

All discussion pertinent to Lake Erie is contained in text in Section 5.5 of the integrated report.
The justification is clear. Fish communities along the Ohio portion of the Lake Erie shoreline
including island areas do not completely meet the aquatic life use expectation. U.S. EPA
guidance requires use impaired assessment units to be scheduled for TMDL development.

Timothy W. Lohner, Ph.D. Received 9/20/2002
Environmental Services, American Electric Power, Columbus, Ohio

Has Ohio EPA listed any portion of the Ohio River on its 303(d) list?

Response: In this report, Ohio EPA defers to ORSANCO's analysis of Ohio River water quality
data and includes as impaired those Ohio River areas bordering Ohio that are identified as
impaired in ORSANCO's 305(b) report. Please refer to Sections 5.4 and 6.1 for additional
information. ORSANCO’s Biennial Assessment of Ohio River Water Quality Conditions for
Water Years 2000 and 2001 can be viewed and downloaded at the following Internet site:
http://www.orsanco.org/rivinfo/pubs/pdf/305b%202000-2001/305b. pdf

Dudley Patrick Received 9/19/2002
Environmental Engineer, U.S. Naval Facilities Engineering Command

| have two inquiries concerning the subject listing. First, what assessment unit number has
been assigned, if any, to that segment of the Ohio River in Cincinnati's Walnut Hill area
(intersection of Victory Parkway and Madison Road)? Second, what assessment unit number
has been assigned, if any, to that portion of Lake Erie in Cleveland, adjacent to Municipal
Stadium (E. 9" Street terminus)? | was unable to identify these segments on the current list.
Thank you for your assistance.

Response: For the purposes of this report, assessment units in terms of 11-digit HUCs or large
rivers do not apply to the Ohio River (Cincinnati location in your inquiry) because Ohio EPA
deferred to ORSANCO's assessment information as contained in their recent 305b report for
the Ohio River. See previous response for information about this report.

The Cleveland location is in or adjacent to 04110001 070. More specific infomation about Ohio
HUCs can be found at the following website:

http://www.oh.nrcs. usda.gov/waterres/14digFrameSet1.html. The site shows 14-digit HUCs
(subdivided from 11-digit HUCs), and this finer detail can make it easier to discern specific
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locational information. For instance, the Cleveland location has a 14-digit address of
"04110001-070-050-Lake Erie Tribs. east of Rocky R. and west of Cuyahoga R."

Kelly Danczak - Received 9/19/2002
Environmental Planner, Cuyahoga River Remedial Action Plan (RAP), Cleveland, Ohio

| have reviewed the 2002 Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment document. |
have reviewed “Table 2. Status of Watershed (HUC 11) Assessment Units (Summary Table);”
on page 6 there are two Assessment Units that are unclear to me in their description:

04110002 050 Cuyahoga River (downstream Brandywine Creek to Tinkers Creek); Tinkers
Creek; excluding Cuyahoga

04110002 060 Cuyahoga River (downstream Tinkers Creek to mouth); excluding Cuyahoga R.
mainstem

On the Division of Surface Water: Nonpoint Source Program, Ohio Nonpoint Source Pollution
Control Program Watershed Eligibility for the FY2003 319 Grant, page 3, the following is
stated:

04110002 050 Cuyahoga River (below Brandywine Creek to below Tinkers Creek)

04110002 060 Cuyahoga River (below Tinkers Creek to Lake Erie)

| do not understand why these two identification numbers do not correlate exactly in each
document. On the Watershed Eligibility List 2003 the descriptions lead me to believe that they
include and are in fact referencing the mainstem of the Cuyahoga River between tributaries and
Lake Erie. However, the exact same codes on Table 2 specifically state that they do not
include the mainstem of the Cuyahoga River. Also, Brandywine Creek and Tinkers Creek do
not intersect except via the Cuyahoga River. Can you please clarify which document is
accurate in its description of the area referred to by the preceding codes?

Response: We agree that the differing names are confusing. In the final report, we adopted
the names used by the task force that delineated the HUC boundaries. We trust that the
information is now more consistent and clear.

The numbers are the HUC 11 hydrologic codes that correspond to watershed boundaries.
These watersheds are scored in this report to communicate water quality information on a scale
that is commensurate with likely remedial actions. There are 23 large rivers in Ohio which
obviously intersect various HUCs. Water quality issues related to large rivers can most
effectively be addressed through focused attention on the contributing HUC 11 watershed
concerns and through an organized concert of activity involving the many constituents within
the entire large river watershed.

Regarding the Cuyahoga, Table 1 indicates the large river portion begins downstream from the
Brandywine Creek confluence and incorporates about 25 stream miles. The map that displays
large river aquatic life use status illustrates that the Cuyahoga is among four of Ohio's most
impaired rivers for this use. Many who are familiar with all of these rivers regard the Cuyahoga
as the most feasible to restore among the four.
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04110002 050 Cuyahoga River (downstream Brandywine Creek to Tinkers Creek), Tinkers
Creek; excluding Cuyahoga:

This watershed was scored based on data from Indian Creek, Tinkers Creek, Chippewa Creek
and several others. Data from the Cuyahoga mainstem is not part of the watershed score.

04110002 060 Cuyahoga River (downstream Tinkers Creek to mouth); excluding Cuyahoga R.
mainstem:

This watershed was scored based on data from Mill Creek, Big Creek, West Creek and a few
others. Likewise, Cuyahoga mainstem data was excluded from this watershed score.

The 050 HUC has an aquatic life use score of 20 and the 060 HUC scored 3. These values
indicate it is unusual to find a healthy stream in either area. Upstream, the 040 HUC scored 39
which reflected data from the mainstem, Brandywine Creek and many smaller streams. Our
data indicates the 040 HUC has improved for aquatic life use in the last ten years. This is
testament to the reference above about the large river potential.

Progressing upstream through Akron to the headwaters the scores are 030=9, 020=80,

010=19. The 80 score reflects data from about 15 mainstem stream miles and from Breakneck
Creek, Potter Creek, Wahoo Ditch and other streams. In this area it is unusual to not to find a
healthy stream. The most upstream Cuyahoga River HUC is influenced by channelized stream
habitat, degraded water quality downstream from several dams (low dissolved oxygen-high
ammonia concentrations) and by wetland conditions which do not score as high as more typical
riffle, run, pool type streams.

Several documents on the Division of Surface Water's web site provide detailed information
about all of the streams in the basin

(http:.//www.epa. state.oh.us/dsw/document _index/psdindx.htmi). We also anticipate an analysis
of the data that was collected in 2000 in the Cuyahoga River watershed to be available in the
near future. The resulting report will be posted to this location when available.

The scores mentioned above are illustrated in a color map in the report. Review of this map
shows how the Cuyahoga HUCs compare not only to each other but also to the rest of the
state. RAP priorities for improvement of aquatic life may be influenced by the scores. Should
future effort be devoted to the “80" sub-basin, the “39" sub-basin or toward one or all of the
other sub-basins? The same question can be addressed from a statewide perspective. Also,
since most of the Cuyahoga is considered to be impaired for recreational use, how should that
concern be prioritized?

Jim Turner, P.E. Received 9/18/2002
City Engineer, Fairfield, Ohio

| have a couple comments on the 2002 Integrated Water Quality Report.

Issue #1: In Appendix C of the report, a summary is provided for each of the assessment

units. If that assessment unit is impaired, causes and sources of impairment are listed. This
impairment summary is confusing to me for one watershed of interest, the Great Miami River
downstream of Fourmile Creek to its mouth - AU 05080002 090. The listed causes of
impairment are: "cause unknown", "flow alteration”, and "other habitat alterations." The sources
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listed are: "land development / suburbanization (NPS)", "urban runoff / storm sewers", "removal
of riparian vegetation”, and "natural."

It's not clear to me how a TMDL would be developed for this watershed, given the fact that no
pollutants are listed as a cause of impairment. | assume that this TMDL would address flow
alteration in the river and establishing more vegetation in the riparian zone. Also, I'm curious as
to why non-point source pollution ("NPS"), is listed as a source when no pollutant is included in
the cause list.

Issue #2: The new assessment unit approach in the 2002 report loses some of the detail from
earlier water quality reports. Specifically, the Mill Creek watershed (AU 05090203 010) was
previously divided into 10 waterbodies - each with a description of causes and sources of
impairment. The wide variety of problems in the Mill Creek leads to a long list of sources and
causes when the watershed is looked at as a single unit. Because these problems are often
tied to local sources that are not found throughout the watershed (i.e., combined sewer
overflows), | think the assessment unit summary could be easily misinterpreted. If the state
chooses to keep this assessment unit basis, a more detailed description of causes and sources
should definitely be included in the TMDLs that are prepared.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please let me know if you have any
questions.

Response: We agree that the situation is somewhat confusing, but we are hopeful that new
electronic information management efforts and more attention to how the cause and source
information is being used by various parties will allow us to provide better and more useful
information in future reports.

To determine the watershed aquatic life use assessment scores for this report, the investigator
most familiar with each assessment unit assembled and reviewed all pertinent biological data

that had been collected in the assessment unit in the last ten years, then calculated the aquatic
life use score. The scores represent an amount of impairment and provides an appreciation of
the relative magnitude of water quality issues in each evaluated basin during the last ten years.

The causes and sources that appear in this report were generated based on our previous
305(b) reporting activities. Although these concerns exist in the particular watershed there is no
aspect of proportional significance intended. The solution you suggest to better characterize
and summarize concerns - “a more detailed description of causes and sources should definitely
be included in the TMDLs that are prepared” - is part of our existing strategy and alludes to our
detailed watershed evaluations, published as Biological and Water Quality Reports and
commonly known as Technical Support Documents (TSDs). Any subsequent representation is
a summary of the TSD evaluation and by definition some detail is not included. The bottom line
is that your awareness of local water quality will not be enhanced by a summary.

Many of our TSDs are available to be downloaded at:

hitp://www.epa. state.oh.us/dsw/document _index/psdindx.html. Those that are out of print can
be photocopied and provided. All of our data and any reports are public information. Dennis
Mishne (614-836-8775) can help determine where we have information that may interest you
and make arrangements to provide it.
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The Fourmile Creek watershed excludes any data from the Great Miami River. The GMR is
one of the large rivers that is included in Table 1. If you are interested, a TSD for the GMR
(dated 1996) is on the web site referenced above. Otherwise, the watershed score is based on
data from Taylor Creek, Paddy's Run, Bluerock Creek, Briarly Creek, Wesselman Creek, Steel
Creek and an unnamed GMR tributary. Unless we get back to this area and obtain more
information before the next integrated report, it is uncertain whether the amount of data
collected since 1994 will be sufficient to sustain the calculation of a status score. However,
even if the data lapses, the watershed will remain on the impaired waters (303(d)) list.

A TMDL should not be based on the causes and sources that appear in this integrated report
summary. Once a watershed is selected for TMDL effort, a robust data collection survey is
conducted. Afterward, all data would be considered to address the most critical causes and
sources.

David W. Hacker Received 9/12/2002
Regulatory Affairs Specialist, US Filter Engineering and Construction, Moon Township, PA

| was unable to attend the public meeting in Columbus on Tuesday. Are there any minutes
available regarding that meeting? If so, how would | obtain them?

I am most concerned with the anticipated TMDLs affecting the Maumee River. When reviewing
the Integrated Report, | see several areas mentioned that include the Maumee River, but may
exclude the mainstem. | was uncertain as to what the effect this would have on a potential
discharger who anticipates discharging into the main channel.

| am also interested in how Ohio EPA develops TMDLs for "total toxics." Because it is not a
specific pollutant, how will TMDLs for "total toxics" affect dischargers? My understanding of
"total toxics" is that no known sources of toxic poliutants and/or no specific pollutant has been
identified, but toxicity is an issue. In essence, it's a broad category. | am currently evaluating a
direct discharge option for a refinery. The refinery currently discharges to a POTW. Current
data suggests that assuming that the antidegradation issues are adequately addressed, water
quality issues should not be a problem. However, if TMDLs are developed for the Maumee
River, this could substantially change after spending millions of dollars on plant upgrades to
become a direct discharger.

Regarding "total toxics", is it helpful if available acute and chronic toxicity tests of the effluent
indicate no toxicity? Any insight on TMDLs on the Maumee River and the how OEPA will
develop TMDLs for total toxics (as opposed to an individual parameter) would be helpful.
Please respond with any available information regarding the availability of minutes or the
issues of TMDLs via the medium of your preference. Thank you in advance for your reply.

Response: The public meeting was attended by five individuals (besides those associated with
Ohio EPA). No minutes were taken at the informal gathering. The discussion centered around
explaining information in the draft report. No new information was asked for or provided.

The Maumee is one of the large river assessment units in our integrated approach. Data
specific to the mainstem is not reflected in the score of the various smaller watershed
assessment units through which the river flows. TMDLs for the various smaller watersheds
would be an important first step toward improving the large river.

2002 Ohio Integrated Report Final for U.S. EPA Approval 10/1/2002



We collect drainage-area-stratified data from all streams in the watershed as a first step in
developing a TMDL. As a practical matter, TMDLs address the most important limiting factors
first and then get to the other concems in a stepwise process. If data indicates that aquatic life
is not performing, we review all information and allow the most compelling information to guide
our investigation. Among the evidence examined in this weight of evidence approach is water
and sediment chemistry samples, permit compliance records, and effluent toxicity tests.

In 1997, Ohio EPA evaluated the Maumee from the state line to Waterville. Part of this data
was evaluated and a short report was prepared on the status of the Defiance WWTP.
Otherwise, this data has not been analyzed or presented in any comprehensive manner. The
Maumee is not scheduled for monitoring in the next five years. In the entire 6608-square-mile
Maumee watershed, toxicity is not a notable limiting factor. In the course of a more detailed
Maumee analysis, more information on the “total toxicity” would likely be collected to identify the
impairment more definitively.

Rosida Porter Received 9/11/2002
Watershed Coordinator, ODNR Division of Soil and Water Conservation, Columbus, Ohio

On page 4, section 5.1.1 shouldn't a listing of aquatic life uses be listed somewhere (EWWH,
WWH, etc.)?

If the 2002 Ohio 303 (d) identifies 203 HUCs for TMDL development, this means that only 38.5
percent of HUCs are in full attainment of water quality standards. If we're now locking at HUCs
instead of stream segments does our goal of "80 percent of stream segments in full water
quality attainment by 2010" need to be updated to something else?

Also, on page 11 and 12, I'm glad under 6 "prioritization" that this document recognizes the
watershed coordinators and their plans as a tool to move waters towards attainment though
stakeholder-driven comprehensive watershed plans.

Response: In the interest of brevity, we elected to include much of this type of information by
reference. The regulations that describe the aquatic life uses are cited in Section 5.1.1.

Statewide water quality summary statistics and trend information will be available later this year.
The “80%” statistic in particular has a long history and we are considering how best to express
a meaningful and accurate picture of what the data support.

Concerning watershed coordinators, we are happy to acknowledge that while TMDLs may be
required, there could be other tools to address problems in watersheds, especially with limited
resources. Finding the best mix of efforts and programs is important.

Guy M. Jamesson, P.E. Received 9/6/2002
Associate, Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., Columbus, Ohio

It appears that 3 HUCs referenced in the 2002 Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and
Assessment Report are incorrectly categorized. | believe the correct AU Category should be
"4A" for each of the following:
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- 04110001 070

- 04110002 020

- 04110002 030
These three are categorized as "5", which results in their incorrect designation in several tables
or maps included with this report. (e.g., Tables: 2, 6; Map: Categories of HUC11 AUs; Appendix
C..)

Response: Our interpretation of U.S. EPA’s guidance does not seem to allow the 4a category
for the three assessment units since all the TMDLs have not been approved in the areas.

04110001 070 was included in the Rocky River TMDL, although U.S. EPA acted on only the
Plum Creek area. Regardless, it is impaired for bacteria and that TMDL did not cover bacteria.
As shown on page C-78, bacteria problems were found at 16 of 18 sampling sites, with 31
samples over 5000 colonies/100 ml fecal coliform. Only when a TMDL for bacteria is approved
can this unit be moved to Category 4a.

Similarly, 04110002 030 was included in the middle Cuyahoga TMDL, but bacteria issues were
not addressed. Bacteria problems were found at 20 of 34 sampling sites, with 23 samples
exceeding 5000 colonies/100 ml fecal coliform (page C-81).

A small porﬁon of 04110002 020 was included in the middle Cuyahoga TMDL, but the majority
of this HUC lies upstream of Lake Rockwell and was not included in the analysis. A TMDL is
currently underway in the area, however.

We believe that Category 5 is the correct status for each of these assessment units at this time.

Marilyn Ortt Received 8/21/2002
Friends of the Lower Muskingum River, Marietta, Ohio

The Muskingum River has the largest watershed in the entire state. The Friends of the Lower
Muskingum have a grant to write a management plan. For this reason, it would be very helpful
to have TMDL done on the Muskingum - can it be added or substituted?

We considered this request during the compilation of the long-term monitoring and TMDL
schedules, taking into account the factors discussed in Section 7 of this report, as well as Ohio
EPA’s current and projected budget situation. The Muskingum mainstem has been scheduled
for monitoring in 2008, with TMDL work due to be completed in 2010. We regret that this
monitoring will not be available to assist in the creation of the management plan; monitoring
needs in Ohio exceed capacity by a significant margin. However, excellent work in watershed
recovery is being accomplished by interested groups of citizens throughout the state. We'urge
you to continue your work and use resources available to you in the Ohio EPA, the Ohio
Department of Natural Resources, and other agencies to develop an approvable watershed
plan and then to seek available funding to implement the actions you identify.
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